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Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is responsive to RCE received on March 6, 2007. Claims 1 , 9, 24, 27 
and 29 were amended. Claims 1-50 are pending examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1, 9, 17 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1,9, 17 and 27 state "one or more constraints that customize operation of 
the application". However the claim defines a multiple level constraint levels. It is 
unclear how "one constraint" can provide a first and second constraint layer to 
customize the operation of the application 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - . 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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3. Claims 1-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Hasegawa et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,412,038 (referred to hereafter as Hasegawa). 

As to claim 1, Hasegawa teaches a server system, comprising: 
one or more computers (see 7 lines 42-50) 

an application executing on the computers to receive and process client requests 
(see col. 2 lines 29-37); and 

a constraint system to constrain operation of the application according to multiple 
different constraints, the constraint system comprising a hierarchy of constraint layers, 
with each constraint layer containing a set of one or more constraints that customize 
operation of the application wherein the constraint layers in the hierarchy have different 
respective priorities associated therewith (see col. 2 lines 29-37, col. 16 lines 48-61 and 
col. 19 lines 63-col. 20 lines 20, the operation of the application is customized according 
to the hierarchical structure of the directories); 

wherein the constraint layers are organized within the hierarchy to provide a 
relation between a first constraint laver and a lower-priority second constraint laver such 
that the first constraint layer precludes behavior defined by the second constraint layer if 
the behavior of the second constraint laver conflicts with behavior defined bg the first 
constraint layer, but the second constraint layer does not constrain the first constraint 
layer, wherein the relation between the first constraint layer and the second constraint 
layer holds even when the first constraint lager is applied prior to the second constraint 
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(see col. 19 lines 63-col. 20 lines 35 and fig. 13, the hierarchical structure of the 
directories customize the operation of each application according to the access level 
where the' hierarchy is defined such as shown in fig. 24 A-B, first level : enterprise, 
second level :company B and company C etc.) 

As to claim 2, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 1 , wherein 
the hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains legally mandated constraints to 
constrain operation of the application according to legal principles (see col. 23 lines 1- 
42). 

As to claim 3, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 1 , wherein 
the hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains company-mandated constraints 
to constrain operation of the application according to preferences of a company that 
operates the application (see col. 23 lines 1-42). 

As to claim 4, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 1 , wherein 
the hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains customer constraints to 
constrain operation of the application according to preferences of customers (see col. 
23 lines 1-42). 

As to claim 5, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 1 , wherein 
the hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains cultural constraints to constrain 
operation of the application according to cultural aspects (see col. 23 lines 1-42 and fig. 
24A-C). 
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As to claim 6, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 1, wherein 
the hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains end user constraints to 
constrain operation of the application according to preferences of an end user (see col. 
23 lines 1-42 and fig. 24A-C). 

As to claim 7, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 1 , where in 
the constraint layers are organized within the hierarchy such that a first constraint layer 
limits a second constraint layer but the second constraint layer does not limit the first 
constraint layer (see col. 23 lines 1-42). 

As to claim 8, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 1, further 
comprising a constraint resolver to resolve the constraint layers so that operation of the 
application is constrained by a sum of the constraints in the layers (see col. 23 lines 1- 
42 and fig. 24A-C). 

As to claim 9, Hasegawa teaches a server system comprising: 

one or more computers; and 

a multi-layer application executing on the computers to handle client requests, 
the multi-layer application comprising: 

a problem-solving logic layer to process the client requests according to an 
associated problem domain, the problem-solving logic layer containing one or more 
execution models to perform various sets of tasks when processing the client requests, 
the problem-solving logic layer producing replies to the client requests; a presentation 
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layer to structure the replies produced by the problem-solving logic layer in a manner 
that makes them presentable on various client devices (see col. 23 lines 1-42 and fig. 
24A-C); and 

a constraint hierarchy of multiple constraint layers, each constraint layer 
containing a set of one or more constraints that specify how the replies should be 
structured to customize the replies for specific sets of conditions (see col, 23 lines 1-42 
and fig. 24A-C); 

wherein the constraint layers are organized within the hierarchy to provide a 
relation between a first constraint laver and a lower-priority second constraint laver such 
that the first constraint layer precludes behavior defined by the second constraint layer if 
the behavior of the second constraint laver conflicts with behavior defined bg the first 
constraint layer, but the second constraint layer does not constrain the first constraint 
layer, wherein the relation between the first constraint layer and the second constraint 
layer holds even when the first constraint lager is applied prior to the second constraint 
(see col. 19 lines 63-col. 20 lines 35 and fig. 13, the hierarchical structure of the 
directories customize the operation of each application according to the access level 
where the hierarchy is defined such as shown in fig. 24 A-B, first level : enterprise, 
second level :company B and company C etc.) 

As to claim 10, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 9, wherein 
constraint layers can be selectively added or removed from the constraint hierarchy 
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independently of other layers in the multi-layer application to produce different sets of 
constraints (see col. 23 lines 1-42). 

As to claim 1 1 , Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 9, wherein 
the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains legally mandated 
constraints that constrain the presentation layer to structure the replies to comply with 
certain legal principles (see col. 19 lines 63-col. 20 lines 42). 

As to claim 12, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 9, wherein 
the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains company-mandated 
constraints that constrain the presentation layer to. structure the replies according to 
preferences of a company that operates the application (see col. 23 lines 1-42 and fig. 
24A-C). 

As to claim 13, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 9, wherein 
the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains customer-oriented 
constraints that constrain the presentation layer to structure the replies according to 
preferences of customers (see col. 23 lines 1-42 and fig. 24A-C). 

As to claim 14, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 9, wherein 
the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains cultural constraints 
that constrain the presentation layer to structure the replies according to cultural 
aspects (see col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 15). 

As to claim 15, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 9, wherein 
the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains end user constraints 
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that constrain the presentation layer to structure the replies according to preferences of 
end users (see col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 15). 

As to claim 16, Hasegawa teaches a server system as recited in claim 9, wherein 
the constraint layers can be removed or added to modify the set of constraints imposed 
on structuring the replies (see col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 15), 

As to claim 17, . Hasegawa teaches a computer software architecture embodied 
on one or more computer-readable media, comprising: 

a constraint hierarchy of multiple constraint layers, each constraint layer 
containing a set of one or more constraints that constrain operation of an application, 
the constraint layers being organized within the constraint hierarchy such that a first 
constraint layer limits a second constraint layer but the second constraint layer does not 
limit the first constraint layer (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C and col, 21 
lines 55-col. 22 lines 20); and 

a constraint resolver to resolve the constraint layers so that operation of the 
application is constrained by a set of the constraints in the constraint layers (see col. 19 
lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 20). 

As to claim 18, Hasegawa teaches a computer software architecture as recited in 
claim 17, wherein constraint layers are selectively added to or removed from the 
constraint hierarchy to form different sets of constraints on the operation of the 
application (see col, 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 
lines 20). 
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As to claim 19, Hasegawa teaches a computer software architecture as recited in 
claim 17, wherein the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains 
legally mandated constraints to constrain operation of the application according to legal 
principles (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 
lines 20). 

As to claim 20, Hasegawa teaches a computer software architecture as recited in 
claim 17, wherein the constraint hierarchy comprises, a constraint layer that contains 
company-mandated constraints to constrain operation of the application according to 
preferences of a company that operates the application (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 
lines 42, fig. 24A-C). 

As to claim 21 , Hasegawa teaches a computer software architecture as recited in 
claim 17, wherein the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains 
customer constraints to constrain operation of the application according to preferences 
of customers (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C). 

1 As to claim 22, Hasegawa teaches a computer software architecture as recited in 
claim 17, wherein the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains 
cultural constraints to constrain operation of the application according to cultural 
aspects (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 25). 

As to claim 23, Hasegawa teaches a computer software architecture as recited in 
claim 17, wherein the constraint hierarchy comprises a constraint layer that contains 
end user constraints to constrain operation of the application according to preferences 
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of an end user (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 

25). 

As to claim 24, Hasegawa teaches a method comprising: storing a hierarchy of 
constraints, each constraint being configured to constrain operation of a server 
application; and evaluating an operation of the server application in view of the 
hierarchy of constraints to modify operation according to the constraints in the hierarchy 
(see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 25).; 

wherein the constraint layers are organized within the hierarchy to provide a 
relation between a first constraint laver and a lower-priority second constraint laver such 
that the first constraint layer precludes behavior defined by the second constraint layer if 
the behavior of the second constraint laver conflicts with behavior defined bg the first 
constraint layer, but the second constraint layer does not constrain the first constraint 
layer, wherein the relation between the first constraint layer and the second constraint 
layer holds even when the first constraint lager is applied prior to the second constraint 
(see col. 19 lines 63-col. 20 lines 35 and fig. 13, the hierarchical structure of the 
directories customize the operation of each application according to the access level 
where the hierarchy is defined such as shown in fig. 24 A-B, first level : enterprise, 
second level :company B and company C etc.) 

As to claim 25, Hasegawa teaches a method as recited in claim 24, further 
comprising adding or removing constraints from the hierarchy to alter operation of the 
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server application (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 
25). 

As to claim 26, Hasegawa teaches a method as recited in claim 24, wherein the 
hierarchy of constraints comprises constraints selected from a group of constraints 
comprising: legally mandated constraints to constrain operation of the application 
according to legal principles; company-mandated constraints to constrain operation of 
the application according to preferences of a company that operates the application; 
customer constraints to. constrain operation of the application according to preferences 
of customers; cultural constraints to constrain operation of the application according to 
cultural aspects; and end user constraints to constrain operation of the application 
according to preferences of an end user (see col. 8 lines 45-col. 9 lines 55 and col. 5 
lines 45-col. 6 lines 58). 

As to claims 27, Hasegawa teaches a method for operating a server application, 
comprising: 

receiving requests from multiple clients; processing the requests to produce 
replies; structuring the reply to define how the reply will appear when presented at the 
client; and constraining said structuring according to a set of one or more constraints to 
customize appearance of the reply, 



wherein the constraint layers are organized within the hierarchy to provide a 
relation between a first constraint laver and a lower-priority second constraint laver such 
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that the first constraint layer precludes behavior defined by the second constraint layer if 
the behavior of the second constraint laver conflicts with behavior defined bg the first 
constraint layer, but the second constraint layer does not constrain the first constraint 
layer, wherein the relation between the first constraint layer and the second constraint 
layer holds even when the first constraint lager is applied prior to the second constraint 
(see col. 19 lines 63-col. 20 lines 35 and fig. 13, the hierarchical structure of the 
directories customize the operation of each application according to the access level 
where the hierarchy is defined such as shown in fig. 24 A-B, first level ^enterprise, 
second level :company B and company C etc.) 

the constraints comprising: legally mandated constraints to constrain appearance 
of the reply according to legal principles; company-mandated constraints to constrain 
appearance of the reply according to preferences* of a company that operates the 
application; customer constraints to constrain appearance of the reply according to 
preferences of customers; 

cultural constraints to constrain appearance of the reply according to cultural 
aspects; and 

end user constraints to constrain appearance of the reply according to 
preferences of an end user (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C), 

As to claim 28, Hasegawa teaches a method as recited in claim 27, further 
comprising adding or removing constraints to change the set of constraints being 
applied to the structuring of the reply (see fig. 24A-C). 
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As to claim 29, Hasegawa teaches one or more computer-readable media 
comprising computer-executable instructions that, when executed, direct an application 
server to: 

generate replies in response to client requests; and structure the replies 
according to a hierarchy of constraints to customize the replies, the constraints 
comprising a combination of one or more following constraints: legally mandated 
constraints to constrain appearance of a reply according to legal principles; company- 
mandated constraints to constrain appearance of the reply according to preferences of 
a company that operates the application; customer constraints to constrain appearance 
of the reply according to preferences of customers; cultural constraints to constrain 
appearance of the reply according to cultural aspects; and end user constraints to 
constrain appearance of the reply according to preferences of an end user (see col. 19- 
21); 

wherein the constraint layers are organized within the hierarchy to provide a 
relation between a first constraint laver and a lower-priority second constraint laver such 
that the first constraint layer precludes behavior defined by the second constraint layer if 
the behavior of the second constraint laver conflicts with behavior defined bg the first 
constraint layer, but the second constraint layer does not constrain the first constraint 
layer, wherein the relation between the first constraint layer and the second constraint 
layer holds even when the first constraint lager is applied prior to the second constraint 
(see col. 19 lines 63-col. 20 lines 35 and fig. 13, the hierarchical structure of the. 
directories customize the operation of each application according to the access level 
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where the hierarchy is defined such as shown in fig. 24 A-B, first level enterprise, 
second level :company B and company C etc.) 

As to claim 30, Hasegawa teaches the server system as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the constraints are expressed as metadata (see col. 4 lines 10-45). 

As to claim 31 , Hasegawa teaches the server system as recited in claim 1 , 
wherein the constraints of constraint layer can have the effect of overriding the 
constraints of another lower constraint layer (see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 
24A-C). 

As to claim 32, Hasegawa teaches the server system as recited in claim 1 
wherein the constraints define presentation aspects of a reply sent to a customer (see 
col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C). 

As to claims 33-35, Hasegawa teaches the system of claims 1 , 9 and 17 wherein 
each constraint layer represents a different source entity that customizes the application 
(see col. 19 lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C). 

As to claims 36-38, Hasegawa teaches the server of claims 24, 27 and 29 
wherein the hierarchy includes multiple constraint layers and wherein each constraint 
layer represents a different source entity that customizes the application (see col. 19 
lines 62-col. 20 lines 42, fig. 24A-C). 

As to claims 39-42, Hasegawa teaches the system of claims 1 , 9, 17 and 24 
where the hierarchy of constraints comprises each of: 
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legally mandated constraints to constrain operation of the application according 
to legal principles (see col. 5 lines 58-col. 6 lines 45, application customized according 
to security level of the user). 

company-mandated constraints to constrain operation of the application 
according to preferences of a company that operates the application (see col. 8 lines 
55-col. 9 lines 49, application customized according to corporate options). 

customer constraints to constrain operation of the application according to 
preferences of customers (see fig. 24A-C and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 25). 

cultural constraints to constrain operation of the application according to cultural 
aspects (see fig. 24A-C and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 25). 

end user constraints to constrain operation of the application according to 
preferences of an end user (see fig. 24A-C and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 25). 

As to claims 43 and 44, Hasegawa teaches the method and system of claims 27 
and 29 wherein the constraints comprise each of the legally mandated constraints, the 
company mandated constraints, the customer constraints, the cultural constraints and 
the end user constraints (see fig. 24A-C and col. 21 lines 55-col. 22 lines 25). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. . Claims 45-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa, 

Hasegawa teaches a hierarchy of constraints where the constraints include 
legally mandated constraints, company mandated constraints, customer constraints, 
cultural constraints and end user constraints. 

Hasegawa does not explicitly teach the constraints are arranged in the order of 
legally mandated constraints, company mandated constraints, customer constraints, 
cultural constraints and end user constraints. However it would have been obvious for 
one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Hasegawa by 
arranging the constraints in the order of legally mandated constraints, company 
mandated constraints, customer constraints, cultural constraints and end user 
constraints because doing so would customize the file in the same manner since 
changing the sequence is a design choice and not a patentably distinct feature. See 
MPEP 2144.04 Section IV© In re Burhans, 154 F.2d 690, 69 USPQ 330 (CCPA 1946). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are moot in view of the 
new grounds of rejection 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hussein A. El-chanti whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3999. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30-5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571)272-4001. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
Hussein El-chanti 
March 28, 2007 
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